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Q S 4 V E  YOU P E v 7 o U S L Y  TESTiiIE9 BEFORE THIS COMMISSiOW 

A. Yes, i tesnfled m the exher phases of  Case X o  8745 

Q. 

A. 

MR. TSSE:R PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE, A\TD 3USIKZSS ADDRESS. 

My ~ r - e  is David S. Visser. hly title is &laser - Sales Susoorr for Verior? Services 

Gioup. My business addyess is 500 Surrmit Lake iXve, Vallzila, NY i0595. 

.. 

Q. 

A. 

W’HAT IS YOUR EDUCATIONAL AND ?ROFESSIONAL BACKGROWD? 

I graduated from S e w  York Institcte of Tecknology with a degree in Elec:ro-Mechanicd 

& Compute: Tecimoiogy (BTj in 1954. I also completed n y  graduate studies in 

Telecommunicatioix and Computer Manegement (MS) fiom Polyrechnic University in 

1993. 

I began my teiecomunica:ions career in 1984 with NEC Anericz. I held the position of 

PBX p‘nvate Branch E.xcS,ange) field service engineer and pravide iechica! support and 

trairikg classes to NEC’s disrributors tlxoup:l out the US. I joined NYNEX in i 989 to 

provide technical support to account reams seliing :o the Large Business Segmerir. In 

1994, I accepted a position in NYNEX’s wholesale diyision providing technical sales 

support for wire!ess carriers. After a brief d e ? a r r e  from NYYEX, I worked for 

Nexmave Wireless & AT&T Wireless in the pcsition of Senior Network Engineer. I 

returned io Bell -4tianric in May 199s to pmvide rechniial sales s,~p?ort to the CLEC 

wholesde segment. I :lave since bezn promored to Manager - Sales Support and iave 

responsibility for supporting carrier customers in the former Eeil Atlantic footprit.  



Q 

A. No, I have not. 

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED B E F O E  TEE COMMISSIOK? 

Q. 

-4. 

QYAT IS THE PLXDOSE O r  THE ?ANEL’S TESTIMONY-? 

T i e  purpose of our r e s h o n y  is to eddrtss various i s s x s  raised in Core’s Complaint and 

the tesriiony fi!ea by the Commission Staff (“Staf?’) and Core. 

II. SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY 

Q. PLEASE S U M M N Z E  YOUR ?Z.STIMONV. 

A. In our testimony. we e x p h n  why Vemon MD dld not violate the rems of its 

interconnection agreement with Core (the “Interco~ecrion Agreement”). First, although 

Core claims &at Venzon MD had a contractual obligation to prov-ide interconnection 

within 45 days of Core’s inirial request, the Interconnection Ageement contains no such 

requirement. In fact, the Interconnection Agreement clearly states that dl 

interconnection intervals will be negotiated by the parties. Second, we explain that Core 

has not intercoraected with Verizon MD at ali, since it does not deliver any traffic TO 

Verizon MD. As a result, Core has no contractual dght to dicrate how Verizon MD 

delivers its t raf f ic  to Core. Third, we explain that Verizon MD did not discriminate 

against Core by using dedicaxd faciiities for interconnection truiiking. As we will show, 

Core’s five month initial interconnection trunlcing process in the Baltimore LATA is well 

within, if not betrer than, the nornal range for nroviding intercoiinection using entrance 

facilities and is reasonabie. Core and Staff are wrong when they assert :hat Verizon 

MD’s retail services for end users are the proper panq  comparison group for 

interconnection tnnking under the nondiscrimination provisions of the 

Teleconmunications Act of 1990 (the “Act”) and the FCC’s rules. To the contrary, the 
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FCC h a  repeatedly heil that 3ercormection krilking for CLECs should be mevured 

against provisioning intervak for interexchange carriers, not eRd users. Fourth, we 

explzh why Verkon MD uses dedicared enmnce facilities for interconnection rather 

than outside p l a t  faci!itiss, and why dedicated facilities were necessary and appropriate 

for Core. Findly, we rebut certain miscellaneous issues that were raised in Core's 

testimony. 

III. VERIZON MI) DID NOT VIOLATE THE PARTIES' INTERCONNECTION 
AGREEMENT 

Q. WEAT IS YOUR UNDERSTAVDING OF CORE'S COMPL.A.iNT AGATMT 

VERIZON ME lN THE BALTIMORE LATA. 

A. As we understand it, Core's Complaint is a contract (interconnection agreement) dispute. 

Specifically: Core claims that Verizon MD breached sections 4.4 and 27.1 of the 

interconnection agreement with Core by failing to provide interconnection within 45 days 

and by failing to provide intercomecrion to Core on terms and conditions that Verizon 

MD provides to itse!f and others, including Verizon MD's retail customers. Essentially, 

Core claims that Verizon discriminated against it in favor o f  reti i l  end user customers by 

requiring that Core use dedicated transport facilities for interconnection rather rhan 

shared facilities'available to retail customers, 

Q. DID VENZON MD VIOL,.4TE TEE TERMS OF ITS MTERCONh-ECTION 

AGREEMENT RTTE CORE? 

Absolutely not. Section 4.4.4 does not even apply to Core's initial request to 

interc0nr.e-t in the Baltimore LATA, and therefore Core's reliance on that provision is 

A. 
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Offered Interval) and PX-2-09 (.4verage Completed Intemal). Metrics PR-1-09 md PR- 

2-09 use interexchange cmiez feature grocp D trd;  as tile parity cornpison FOEP - 

nor services for Verizor, MD's  end-user customers. 

Q. DID CORE AI\Q STAFF PARTICIPATE IX THE MARYLAND COLLABOR4TIVE 

TO ESTABLISH THESE PEFI@RIvfANCE METRICS? 

Yes. Both Core and Staff zre participar:s in the collaborative to establish perfomance 

metrics. Given that all parties to that collaborative - ZE represented by Staff ro the 

Commission - have agreed That the appropriate parity comparison for provisioning 

interconnection trunks is idrerexchange carriers, not Verizon MD's retail end-users, 

Core's andstaff  s positions in this proceeding are inconsistent wirh Their positions in the 

Maryland Carrier to Carrier Collaborative. 

A. 

VIII. WHY VERIZON MD USES DEDICATED ENTRANCE FACILITIES FOR 
M T F R  CONNECTION 

Q %HY DOXS VERIZON MD BUILD DEDICATED iNTEROFFICE FACILITIES 

(PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE) FOR TELECOM,MLTiICATIONS CARRIERS 

FOR PURPOSES OF INTERCOhWECTION? 

Verizon hlD buiids dedicated interoffice facilities to carriers because they generally 

require much larger amounts of capacity as compared to zetail en?-users. Both CLECS 

and MCs typically order a subsrantial amount ofhign capacity services from Verizon 

MD that they use to connecr to other carriers a i d o r  to provide sergice to their end users. 

As such, Verizon MD these carrier locations (referred to as POPsj are similar in function 

to Venzon MD's own wire centersiena ofiices. Fufihermore, Core clexly defines its 

A. 
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Q 

A 

Q. 

A. 

, .  . 
location (POP) as its ‘73a::imore Wire Center,” not an end-user location.’6 Carriers (as 

compared to retail customers) also provide Verizon MD wirh a two-year forecast of their 

trunk interconnection requiremerts, six month: in advance of the f i r s  forecasted trunk 

service date. This process is par: of Verizor’s Carrier io Carrier ?erfomance Standards 

and Mebics. The purpose of t h e  forecasrs is to ai!ow Verizoc’s nerwork engineers to 

appropriately size and b d d  tie network infrasrructure neczssary to suppor: rhe Carrier’s 

interconnection rnnk re+rements. Verizon MD ecd-user customers do not provide such 

forecasts. 

DID CORE PROVISE AN INTERCONNECTION TRLTX F O E C A S T  TO VERIZON 

PRIOR TO ITS INITIAL NTERCOhWECTiON IN THE BALTIMORE LATA? 

Yes. Core submitted its initial forecast to Verizon MD on July 27, 1999. 

CONSIDEIUNG CORE’S DEM4ND FOR INTERCOIWECTION TRUNKIXG W 

THE BALTIMORE LATA BY SEPTEMBER 10,1999, WOULD YOU CONSIDER 

THAT FORECAST TIMELY? 

NO. Forecasts of CLEC demand for local intercomection trunking are an integral part of 

the inrerconnection process in Vefizon MD and tlxoug!lout the enrire Verizon footpdnt. 

The process (developed in collaboration with the CLECs) calls for CLECs to project 

trunk requirements six months in advance of the first forecasted rrunk service dare. .4s 

stated earlier, t h i s  sixmonth lead rime allows Verizon IUD to plan, engineer, and 

construct tunk nerwork infrastrucrae in antici3ation of  aggregated trunk demands. This 

Complaint 8 3 I6 
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. , .  

includes the entrance facili:y requirenmxs (physical infrastruc:ure from Verizon M D ’ s  

s e n k g  wke cecter to  the carrier’s PO? -- zs is :he case wirh Core). 

Q. DOES VERIZON MD USE XIGd-CAPACI3  OUTSIDE P L A X  LOOP FACILITIES 

( S O N 3  MULTIPLEXERS .4ND ASSOCIATED FIBER) FOR PLRPOSES OF 

WTERCONNECTING WITH CLECS AND 1NTEREXCH.MGE CIIRRIERS? 

No Verizon M P ’ s  high capacify outside giant loop facilities are designed, engineered, 

and built to meet end-useT customers’ require~ients/services (e.g.. DS1 and DS3 high 

capacity semices). These facilities are not dedicated to individual end-users, but rather 

are shared a o r : g  multiple end users (inc!udinz both Verizon and CL.EC end-users). In 

addition, end-user high capacity circuits (25 opposed to IOF) are provisioned over various 

types of outside plant loop facilities, such as: copper (Tl), fiber-based digital loop carrier 

equipment, and/or general!y lower speed SONET multiplexers (e.g., OC3) and associated 

fiber facilities. However, dedicated entrance faciiities for purposes of interconnecrion 

trunking generally use higher capacity (SONET OC-38), or occasionally OC-12 fiber 

optic multiplexers and associated fiber faciiities. They are considered interoffice 

facilities and are designed and ecgineered by Verizon MD’s 1OF organization. 

A. 

Q. ARE THERE OTHER REASONS WHY VERIZON MD USES ONLY DEDICATED 

FACILITIES AS OPPOSE9 TO HIGH-CAPACITY OUTSIDE PLAST LOOP 

FACILITIES FOR PLWOSES OF LOCAL TRUNK iNTE3.CONXECTION WITH 

CLECS? 

Yes. ailowing can%rs to intercornect with Verizoii MD using shared outside plant loop 

facilities places multiple retail catomers’ future service recpirements at risk. For 

.4. 



. , !  ~ 

example, VeriZx 

special access a d  unb7mdled sewices to multiple custor,lers Et E particular location. 

Those faciii:i-s (multiplexer) were designeusized based on Verizon MD’s best estimate 

of retail a?d wholesale end user custoners’req1:i;e~enrs at that location. If V-erizor. i\.ID 

were forced to u:i!ize this shared facility for  purposes of CLEC r:unk iniercomection (as 

is the case with Core), then most likely, the capacity o f  such a multiplexer would 

prematurely exhaus: and near term service requiren1e::ts of both Venzon’s end users and 

the end users of other carriers using Verizon Maryland’s unbundled loop facilities would 

be at risk.” Verizon MD would need to bcild unanticipated additional facilities to satisfy 

nearrerm demand for multiple end-users, only becallse of a CLEC’s immediate, and 

generaily substantial, requirement for transport capacity from Verizon MD 

m2y utilize a common (shared) xieltipiexer to serve high-capac.ity 

Q. ARE THESE END-USERS ONLY VENZON E&-D-USERS? 

A. No. The shared high capacity outside plant loop facilities are used to serve all end-users 

including Verizon’s retail end-users, resellerr’ end-users, ana CLECs’ end users through 

Verizon unbundled high capacity- h o p  facilities, 

Q IF CLECS PROVIDE VERIZON MD WITH FORECASTS. THEN WHY DOES 

VERIZOK MD COXTINUE TO PROVISION DEDICATED FACILITIES FOR CLECS 

AS OPPOSED TO hiCORPOR4TING SUCH FORECASTED DEM4KT N T O  TIiE 

DESIGN AND SIZING OF ITS HIGH CAPACITY OUTSIDE ? L . a T  LOOP 

FACILITIES? 

17 It is important to note that generally the sewices that connect to u shared nulriplexer are those that go to the end 
user’s premise (regardless of whether it is a Verizon end user or the end user o i  a CLEC). Core requested 
interconnection trunking -- a service that is connected not to one o f c o r e ’ s  end users, but to Core’s switch. And, 
because carriers s e n e  numerous customers, the requirements are differen:. 
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